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POLICY CONFLICT AS A FUNCTION OF POLICY SIMILARITY AND 
POLICY COMPLEXITY1' 2 

Brehmer, B. Policy conflict as a function of 
policy similarity and policy complexity. 
Umeå Psychological Reports, Nò. 33, 1970. -
The experiment tests the hypotheses, derived 
frcm the results of earlier studies on policy 
conflict, that subjects with similar policies 
will decrease their agreement in a policy con
flict situation, and that subjects with cogni-
tively complex policies will decrease their 
agreement more than subjects with cognitively 
simple policies. The results support the hypo
theses, and show that the decrease in agree
ment is due to the decrease in policy consis
tency which, in turn, is due to the manner in 
which the subjects change their policies in 
the conflict situation. 

Although interpersonal conflicts are often the result of differences in 
interest, such conflicts may also arise from policy differences (see 
Hamnond, 1965; Hammond & Brehmer, 1971). The term "policy" refers in 
this context to a person's rules for making judgments and decisions. 

Policy conflicts differ from the kinds of conflicts usually studied by 
behavioral and social scientists, e.g., within the game theory frame
work, in two respects. First, policy conflicts may occur even if there 
are no differences in interest between the parties to the conflict. 
The differences in policy will cause persons to make discrepant decisions 
about the appropriate course of action. Thus, policy differences will 
make cooperation difficult, or impossible, also in situations where the 
outcome is dependent on a mutually agreed upon course of action, and 
where no party can make any gains at the expense of the other party. 
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Second, policy conflict situations do not, as do the game theory con
flict situations, involve only two persons; they also include an environ
ment. Thus, a person in a policy conflict situation has to consider, 
not only the demands made upon him by the other person(s) but also the 
demands made upon him by the environment. Agreement, then is not all. 
The decisions also have to have a reasonable degree of correctness. 

Hammond (1965) has developed a paradigm for the study of policy conflicts. 
Experiments in this paradigm simulate a situation where (1) two persons 
are working together to solve a number of problems which require them to 
make inferences about the state of a criterion variable fron the state 
of a set of cue variables which are only probabilistically related to 
the criterion variable (thus incorporating into the experiments an im
portant feature of "real world" policy decision tasks), but (2) where 
the persons have different opinions as to what the appropriate solution 
to the problem is, due to the fact that they use the available informa
tion in different ways, i.e. they have different policies. 

Formal analysis shows that the amount of agreement reached in a policy 
conflict situation is a function of two factors: (1) the extent to which 
the persons manage to reduce the systematic differences between their 
policies, that is, the extent to which they manage to reduce the differ
ences in how they use the information available for the judgments, and 
(2) the consistency of their policies, that is, the extent to which the 
persons use the information in a similar way from occasion to occasion 
(Brehmer, 1970, 1971). The relations among agreanent, policy similarity, 
and policy consistency are given in Equation 1 for the case when the 
cues, as well as the decisions, are metric variables. Equation 1 is the 
"lens model Equation", originally developed by Hursch, Hanrnond and Hursch 
(1964), as modified by Tucker (1964) and Naylor and Schenck (1966) which 
has been adapted to the problem of policy agreement (Brehmer, 1970, 1971) 

rA = G RS1RS2 

where r  ̂ is the correlation between the judgments made by subject SI and 
those made by subject S2. G is the correlation between the linearly pre
dictable variance in the policy of subject SI and that in the policy of 
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subject S2, i.e. G = ro <j> , where Jc, is the judgment predicted from 
,Jsrs2 b± ^ 

a regression equation fitted to the judgments of SI and Jg2 the judg
ment predicted for S2. Rg  ̂ is the multiple correlation between the n 
sources of information and the judgments made by subject SI and Rg2 the 
multiple correlation between these sources of information and judgments 
made by subject S2. 

In Equation 1, r  ̂ is an index of the amount of agreement between the 
two persons SI and S2, G indicates the extent to which the policies are 
similar with respect to their systematic aspects, and Rg  ̂ and Rg2 show 
the consistency in the policies, i.e., the extent to which the judgments 
made by the persons are controlled by the information available. As can 
be seen from the equation, there are two necessary conditions for per
fect agreement: (a) that the policies are identical (G = 1.00) and (b) 
that the policies are consistent (Rg  ̂ = Rg2 = 1.00). Neither of these 
conditions is sufficient in itself, however. Consequently, policy si
milarity and policy consistency can substitute for each other to produce 
a given level of agreement. Disagreement, then, does not necessarily 
imply that there are fundamental differences between the policies of the 
persons. It is sufficient that the policy of one, or both, of the per
sons is inconsistent. For further discussion, the reader is referred to 
Brehmer (1970, 1971) and to Hammond and Brehmer (1971). 

A series of recent studies (Brehmer, 1969, 1970, 1971; Brehmer & Kòstron, 
1970; Brehmer, Azuma, Hanmond, Kostron, & Va ronos, 1970; Hanmond & 
Brehmer, 1971) show that as two subjects interact, the structure of their 
disagreement changes. Thus, in the beginning of the interaction, most of 
the disagreement is caused by the syst erratic differences between their 
policies. These differences are, however, rapidly reduced. But as the 
subjects reduce their policy differences, the consistency of their po
licies also goes down, and to such an extent that the lack of consistency 
accounts for most of the disagreement at the end of the intercation. 

The decrease in consistency is due to the manner in which the subjects 
change their policies. Thus, the subjects give up their initial policies 
at a faster rate than they nonage to acquire new policies (Brehmer, 1970, 
1971; Brehmer & Kòstron, 1970; Brehmer, et al., 1970; Hammond, 1970). 
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Specifically, the results show that when subjects start out depending 
heavily on certain cues to the exclusion of other cues, and when con
ditions force them to reweight the cues, they decrease their dependency 
on the cues which were heavily weighted initially at a faster rate than 
they increase their dependency on the cues which were initially given 
no weight in their decisions. This necessarily leads to a decrease in 
consistency, for the consistency index, RQ is a positive function of 
of the sum of the individual cue-judgment correlations which define the 
weights given to the cues. In addition, the results show that when the 
initial policies are predominantly nonlinear, the decrease in consis
tency is greater than when the initial policies are predominantly linear. 
The reason for this is that subjects with nonlinear policies decrease 
their dependency on the initially heavily weighted cues at a faster rate 
than subjects with predominantly linear policies do. These results are 
not restricted to conflict situations; policy change in individual sub
jects facing changing task conditions follow the same principles (Brehmer, 
1970). 

These results suggest that policy change occurs according to simple prin
ciples. If these principles are generally valid, they lead to two in
teresting predictions: (1) when conditions induce subjects with iden
tical policies to change their policies, agreement will decrease, and 
(2) subjects who start out with predominantly nonlinear policies will 
decrease their agreement more than subj ects who start out with predo
minantly linear policies. 

The basis for these predictions is as follows. When subjects start out 
with identical policies, they cannot increase their policy similarity 
(G). It they start changing their policies according to the principles 
described above, their consistency (R ) will decrease. This will lead 
to a decrease in agreement (r^) (see Eq. 1). Since the decrease in con
sistency should be more pronounced for subjects who start out with pre
dominantly nonlinear policies than for subjects who start out with 
predominantly linear policies, the decrease in agreement will be greater 
for the former kind of subjects than for the latter kind. The present 
experiment was designed to test these predictions. In addition, the ex
periment will compare policy consistency and policy change for subjects 
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who start out with similar policies and subjects who start out with 
different policies. 

Method 

The experiment followed the "lens model" interpersonal conflict paradigm, 
developed by Hamnond (1965). Experiments in this paradigm are conducted 
in two stages: a training stage and a conflict stage. In the training 
stage, subjects are trained to acquire policies, which involve making 
decisions about the state of a criterion variable from the state of a 
number of cue variables. In the conflict stage, subjects are then brought 
together in pairs to work jointly on a task of the same general kind as 
those used in the training stage. In the conflict stage, as well as in 
the training stage, the relations between the cues and the criterion 
variable are probabilistic, as demanded by the fundamental principles 
of Brunswik's probabilistic functionalism (e.g., Brunswik, 1955), upon 
which the paradigm is founded. 

Subjects. Ninety six undergraduate students from the University of Co
lorado participated in the experiment to fulfill a course requirement. 
The subjects were randomly assigned to the experimental conditions. 

Design. The esqperiment used a two cue conflict task, which required the 
subjects to learn to infer the future level of democracy in a country 
from two variables: the present level of state control over the indivi
dual, and the extent to which government was determined by elections. 
In one condition (the similar policies condition) both subjects in each 
pair were trained to rely on the same cue when naking their predictions. 
In the other condition (the different policies condition), the subjects 
were trained to rely on different cues. The state control cue was non-
linearly related to the level of democracy while the elections cue was 
linearly related to the criterion variable. Thus, the factor cf policy 
complexity was also introduced into the design. Half of the subjects 
were trained to depend on the nonlinear cue (empiex policy), and half 
to depend on the linear cue (simple policy). Consequently, cognitively 
different pairs were different both with respect to what cue they used 
and with respect to policy function form (policy complexity), while the 
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cognitively similar pairs were similar in both these respects. 

Three blocks of trials were included in the analyses. Thus, for pur
poses of analyzing agreement and policy similarity the design was a 
2 (levels of policy similarity) by 3 (blocks of trials) factorial de
sign, while for purposes of analyzing policy change and policy consis
tency in the individual subjects, the design was a 2 (types of subjects: 
cognitively complex vs. cognitively simple) by 2 (levels of policy si
milarity) by 3 (blocks of trials) factorial design. 

Procedure, (a) Training stage. The subjects appeared two at a time to 
participate in an experiment on political decision making. They were in
structed that their task was to learn a policy which would enable them 
to predict the future level of democratic institutions in a country from 
two variables: the present level of state control over the individual, 
and the extent to which government was determined by free elections. 
They were informed that the relation between level of democracy and 
state control was nonlinear ("neither a high, nor a low, level of state 
control means that the level of democracy is going to be high"), and 
that the relation between level of democracy and elections was linear 
("the more government is determined by elections, the higher the level 
of democratic institutions is going to be"). The subjects were further 
informed that one of these variables was more important than the other 
in determining the future level of democracy, but they were not told 
which one of the variables was the more important. 

In the condition where the subjects were to have different policies, one 
subject (hereafter called the "nonlinear subject") in each pair was 
given a training task where the correlation between the state control 
variable (hereafter called the "nonlinear cue") and the level of demo
cracy was .98, and where there was no correlation between the elections 
variable (hereafter called the "linear cue") and level of democracy. For 
the other subject (hereafter called the "linear subject") in each of 
these pairs, these conditions were reversed. The relation between the 
amount of state control and level of democracy was inversely U-shaped, 
and that between elections and the level of democracy was a positive 
linear function. For neither training task was there any intercorrela-
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tion between the cues. In the condition where the subjects were to have 
similar policies, both members of the pair were given the same training 
task. 

The training task consisted of 60 different cards. On the face of each 
card, the values of the elections and state control cues were given in 
the form of bar graphs. On the back of each card, the future level of 
democracy was printed. Each cue variable could take on 10 different va
lues. There were 20 different levels of democratic institutions. (A 
sample card is shown in Hammond, Bonauito, Faucheux, Moscovici, Fröhlich, 
Joyce, & DiMajo, 1968). The subjects went through the cards at their 
own pace. 

The subjects were trained to a criterion of having a correlation of 
_> .75 between their judgments and the cue that was relevant in their 
training task and correlation of £ .25 between their judgments and the 
cue that was irrelevant. If this level had not been reached after 60 
trials, the subjects were given additional trials. At the end of the 
training stage, the performance level was generally higher than that de
manded by the criterion. In the last 15 trials, the correlation between 
the judgments and the relevant cue was .98, and that between the judg
ments and the irrelevant cue -.13. The squared multiple correlation be
tween cues and judgments was .96. An analysis of variance indicated no 
differences among experimental conditions at the end of training for any 
of the above indices (p > .05). 

(b) Conflict stage. In the conflict stage, the members of each pair were 
brought together and informed that they had acquired the desired policies 
and that the experimenter was now interested in seeing "whether two heads 
are better than one". Therefore, they were to cooperate on a new series 
of problems. The new set of countries differed from the set used in the 
training stage,however, in that the new set was composed of real nations, 
while the countries used in the training stage had been fictitious 
nations. Thus, the new task might prove harder than the training tasks, 
and the subjects might not always agree in their judgments. In case of 
disagreement, they were to discuss the case until they could reach a joint 
answer, agreeable to both of them. Then they would receive the correct 
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answer for the problem. Thus, for every country, the subjects (1) gave 
individual judgments, (2) discussed, until (3) they reached a joint 
judgment, after which (4) they were given the correct answer. 

The conflict stage consisted of 20 trials. The statistical structure of 
the conflict task differed from that of the training tasks in that the 
cues now had equal correlations (r = .67) with the criterion variable 
level of democracy. The functions relating the cues to the criteri
on variable were, however, the same. As in the training tasks, the cues 
in the conflict task were unoorrelated. The subjects were not informed 
of the change in the task, nor of whether they had been similarly or 
differently trained. 

Results 

In this section, the results of the comparison between subjects with 
similar and subjects with different policies will be presented first. 
For these analysis subjects with simple similar policies and subjects 
with complex similar policies were combined into one group. After these 
results those of the comparison between subjects with simple similar 
policies and subjects with complex similar policies will be presented. 

Effects of policy similarity 
Agreement. For every pair of subjects and the blocks of (1) the last 15 
trials in training, (2) trials 1-10, and (3) trials 11-20 in the con
flict stage, the correlation between the judgments made by the subjects 
in each pair was computed. These correlations were then transformed to 
Fisher's Z scores and analyzed by a 2 (levels of Cognitive Similarity) 
by 3 (Blocks of trials) analysis of variance with repeated measures on 
the second factor. This analysis yielded a reliable effect of Cognitive 
Similarity (F 1/46 = 223.27, p < .01), as well as a Cognitive Si
milarity by Blocks interaction (F 2/92 = 67.40, p < .01). These re
sults are illustrated in Figure 1. As c<an b e seen from this figure, 
cognitively different subjects increase their agreement, while cogni-
tively similar subjects decrease their agreement. One way trend ana
lyses, performed on the block means for the two conditions separately 
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Insert Figure 1 about hero 

indicated that the negative linear trend for the cognitively similar 
subjects, as well as the positive linear trend for the cognitively 
different subjects, were reliable (F 1/46 = 70.64, p < .01, and F 1/46 = 
56.29, p < .01 for cognitively similar and cognitively different pairs, 
respectively). These results are consistent with the prediction that 
cognitively similar subjects will decrease their agreement. 

Policy similarity. For every pair of subjects and the three blocks used 
in the preceding analysis, G, the index of policy similarity, was compu
ted. The G values were transformed to Fisher's Z scores and analyzed by 
means of a 2 (levels of Cognitive Similarity) by 3 (Blocks of trials) 
analysis of variance with repeated measures on the second factor. The 
results of this analysis showed that there was a reliable difference 
between cognitively similar and cognitively different pairs (F 1/46 = 
287.39, p < .01) as well as Cognitive Similarity by Blocks interaction 
(F 2/92 = 31.92, p < .01). These results are shown in Figure 2. 

Insert Figure 2 about here 

Figure 2 shows that policy similarity increases for the cognitively 
different pairs while it stays approximately constant for cognitively 
similar pairs. The decrease in agreement for the latter pairs, then, is 
not causod by a decrease in policy similarity. 

Policy consistency. The relations between the nonlinear cue and the judg
ments made by the subjects were reduced to linear relations by a trans-
format ion of the values of the nonlinear cue. This transformation was 
such that it reduced the relation between the values of the nonlinear 
cue and the criterion values to linear form. Previous studies (Brehmer, 
1971; Brehmer & Haranorrì, 1970; Brehmer & K ostron, 1970) have shown that 
this transformat ion is adequate for this kind of task. For every subject 
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and the throe blocks used in the preceding analyses, the multiple 
correlation between his judgments and the cue values was computed. The 
multiple correlation coefficients were then squared and analyzed by 
means of a 2 (Types of Subjects: linearly and nonlinearly trained) by 
2 (levels of Cognitive Similarity) by 3 (Blocks of trials) analysis of 
variance with repeated measures on the third factor. This analysis 
yielded no significant effects of Cognitive Similarity. There were, how
ever, reliable (p < .01) effects of Type of Subjects (F 1/95 = 18 .10) 
and Blocks (F 2/192 = 55.87), as well as a Type of Subjects by Blocks 
interaction (F 2/192 = 5.09). The results are illustrated in Figure 3. 
As can be seen from Figure 3, consistency decreases for both linear and 

Insert Figure 3 about here 

nonlinear subjects, although faster, and to a greater extent, for the 
nonlinear subjects. This is in agreement with previous results (Brehmer, 
1970, 1971). 

îhe decrease in policy consistency explains the decrease in agreement 
for the cognitively similar pairs. As can be seen from Equation 1, a 
decrease in consistency must lead to a decrease in agreement, even if 
policy similarity does not change. 

Policy change. For every subject, the correlation between his judgments, 
and each cue was computed for the three blocks of trials used in the 
preceding analyses. Before these computations, the relations between the 
judgments and the nonlinear cue were reduced to linear form, using the 
trans format ion described above. The correlation coefficients were trans
formed to Fisher's Z scores and analyzed by means of two 2 (Types of 
Subjects: linear and nonlinear) by 2 (levels of Cognitive Similarity) 
by 3 (Blocks of trials) analyses of variance. The first analysis was 
performed on the correlations between the judgments and the cue that the 
subject had been trained to utilize, that is, the nonlinear cue for the 
nonlinear subjects and the linear cue for the linear subjects. The second 
analysis was performed on the correlations between the judgments and the 
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cuG that had been irrelevant in the training stage, that is, the linear 
cue far the nonlinear subjects and the nonlinear cue for the linear 
subjects. 

The results of the first analysis indicated reliable (p < .01) effects 
of Type of Subjects (F 1/92 = 34.34), Cognitive Similarity (F 1/92 = 
14.62), and Blocks (F 2/184 = 179.07), as well as an interaction be
tween Type of Subjects and Blocks (F 2/184 = 4.17). These results are 
illustrated in Figure 4. This figure shows that nonlinear subjects 

Insert Figure 4 about here 

changed their policies more than linear subjects in both Cognitive 
Similarity conditions, and that the amount of policy change was less 
for cognitively similar pairs than for cognitively different pairs. The 
Type of Subjects by Blocks interaction is due to the fact that while 
linear and nonlinear subjects start out with the same dependency on the 
trained cue, they differ appreciably in the conflict stage. In this 
stage, the nonlinear subjects give up their dependency on the trained 
cue at a faster rate than the linear subjects do. This is consistent 
with earlier results (Brehmcr, 1970, 1971; Hammond, 1970). 

The analysis performed on the correlations between the judgments and 
the cue that had been irrelevant in the training stage yielded reliable 
(p < .01) effects of Type of Subjects (F 1/92 = 9.01), Cognitive Si
milarity (F 1/92 = 14.65), and of Blocks (F 2/184 = 87.24), as well as 
a Type of Subjects by Blocks interaction (F 2/184 = 5.67). These re
sults are also illustrated in Figure 4. As can be seen from this figure, 
nonlinear subjects change more than linear subjects, cognitively differ
ent subjects change more than cognitively similar subjects, and non
linear subjects change at a faster rate than linear subjects. Note that 
the correlation between judgments and the trained cue decreases at a 
faster rate than the dependency on the formerly irrelevant cue increases. 
This explains the decrease in consistency, for the consistency measure, 

2 R , is simply the sum of squared cue-judgment correlations. 
S 
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Effoots of policy complexity for subjects who start with similar policies. 
To test the second hypothesis, that is, the hypothesis that cognitively 
complex subjects will decrease their agreement more than cognitively 
simple subjects, separate analyses comparing linoar and nonlinear pairs 
in the similar policy condition were carried out. 

Agreement. The 2 (levels of Cognitive Complexity) by 3 (Blocks of trials) 
analysis of variance performed on the scores (after they had been 
transformed to Fisher's Z scores) yielded reliable effects of Cognitive 
Complexity (F 1/23 = 13 .25, p < .01), and of Blocks (F 2/48 = 4 3.20, 
p < .01). These effects are illustrated in Figure 5. The figure shows 
that both linear and nonlinear pairs decrease their agreement, but that 

Insert Figure 5 about here 

nonlinear pairs decrease their agreement more than linear pairs. 

Policy similarity. The analysis performed on the 6 scores indicated no 
difference between cognitively complex and cognitively sir/pie subjects. 
There was, however, a reliable effect of Blocks (F 2/48 = 8.41, p < .01), 
indicating a decrease in policy similarity for both types of pairs. 
Although this effect is statistically significant for the G scores ex
pressed in terms of Fisher's Z scores, the effect in terms of correla
tion coefficients, which are the values wich enter into Equation 1, is 
of no importance: the decrease in G is from 1.00 in the training block 
to .99 in the last conflict block, see Figure 2. 

2 Policy consistency. With respect to policy consistency, Rg, nonlinear 
subjects were found to be reliably less consistent than linear subjects 
(F 1/46 = 6.96, p < .01). In addition, the analysis of variance indicated 
that there were s ignificant differences among bl ocks (F 2/92 = 26.78, 
p < .01). These results parallel those in the previous analysis of con
sistency scores, see Figure 3. 
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The results of these analysis, then, indicate that for cognitively si
milar subjects, cognitive complexity is detrimental to agreement when 
task conditions change. The inability of cognitively complex subj ects 
to naintain consistent policies causes agreement to be lower for these 
subjects than for cognitively simple subjects. With respect to policy 
similarity, on the other hand, the two ty pes of subjects do not differ. 

Police change. Policy change for the cognitively similar pairs was ana
lyzed in the same way as for the total experiment. The results of the 
analysis performed on the cue dependencies for the trained cue indicated 
that nonlinear subjects gave up significantly more of their dependency 
of the trained cue than linear subjects (F 1/46 = 17.51, p < .01) and 
that there was a reliable decrease in cue dependency over blocks of 
trials (F 2/92 = 99.4-9, p < .01). The analysis of the dependencies on 
the nontrained cue yielded no significant main effect of Cognitive 
Complexity. There was, however, a reliable effect of Blocks (F 2/92 = 
47.37, p < .01), as well as a Cognitive Complexity by Blocks inter
action (F 2/92 = 5.28, p < .01). These results are illustrated in Figure 
4 above. As can be seen from this figure, the Cognitive Complexity by 
Blocks interaction stems from the fact that the nonlinear subjects change 
their dependency on the nontrained cue at a faster rate than the linear 
subjects do. 

Discussion 

The results of this experiment clearly support the hypothesis that cog
nitively similar pairs will decrease their agreement when task condi
tions change, as well as the hypothesis that cognitively complex sub
jects will decrease their agreement more than cognitively simple sub
jects. The results also show that the sole reason for this decrease in 
agreement is the decrease in policy consistency. Policy similarity, on 
the other hand, does not decrease. In accordance with earlier results 
(Brehmer, 1970, 1971; Brehmer, et al., 1970), the decrease in consist
ency in the present experiment is due to the manner in which the sub
jects change their policies. Rather than changing at the same rate with 
respect to both cues, the subjects give up their dependency on the 
trained cue at a faster rate than they learn to depend on the cue that 
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was Irrelevant in training. This necessarily leads to a decrease in 
policy consistency. The effect is especially pronounced for the non
linear ly trained subjects, who change their policies more, and at a 
faster rate, than the linearly trained subjects. 

Some earlier results indicate that the effects of cognitive similarity 
on agreement, demonstrated in the present experiment, are not limited 
to the case when the subjects have been trained to have certain poli
cies, and when the task is changed. From the Hairmond and Brehmer (1971) 
analysis of the results from the experiment by Brown and Hammond (1968), 
it can be shown that effects, similar to those in the present experi
ment, can be observed also when the policies have been acquired in the 
natural social environment, and when no task feedback is given. 

In the Brown and Haimiond study, the policies of two political factions 
with respect to the desirability of a presidential candidate were cap
tured. Groups of four subjects, composed of two members of each faction, 
were then required to discuss each of a series of fictitious presiden
tial candidates until they could reach a joint judgment with respect to 
the desirability of the candidates. The results the Hammond and Brehmer 
analysis show that policy similarity between factions increased, but 
remained constant within factions. Policy consistency, on the other 
hand, decreased for all subjects. From these results, it can be calcu
lated by moans of Equation 1 that agreement within factions decreased 
while agreement between factions increased. These results parallel 
those of the present experiment, and add to their generality. 

With respect to policy consistency and policy change, the results fron 
cognitively similar and cognitively different pairs are similar. Thus, 
linear as well as nonlinear subjects give up more of their dependency 
on the cue that they had been trained to rely on then they learned to 
depend on the cue that was irrelevant in training. As already indicated, 
this leads to a decrease in policy consistency. The effects are more 
pronounced for the nonlinear subjects than for the linear subjects. 
These results replicate earlier findings (Brehmer, 1970, 1971; Hammond, 
1970). With respect to the differences between linearly and noniinearly 
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traincd subjects, previous results indicate that these differences are 
due to an inherent instability in nonlinear policies; differences carp-
arable to those in the present experiment have been obtained also in a 
situation where nonlinear and linear subjects were compared in a test 
stage, involving neither feedback from a task, nor communication from 
another subject (Brehmer, 1970). 

There are, however, clear differences between the cognitively similar 
and cognitively different subjects with respect to amount of policy 
change. Thus, cognitively different subjects give up more of their de
pendency on the trained cue than cognitively similar subjects. They also 
learn to depend on the cue that was irrelevant in training to a greater 
extent than the cognitively similar subjects. Since the task was the 
same in both conditions, these differences must be taken as an indica
tion of the effects of the interaction between the subjects, and show 
that this interaction has effects on the policies of the subjects over 
and above those of the feedback from the task. This is in accordance 
with earlier results (Brehmer, 1970; Brelmer & Kbstron, 1970; Earlc, 
1970). When the subjects have different policies, each subject has, so 
to speak, half of the truth (cf Earle, 1970) and there are, therefore, 
opportunities for relevant communication which may aid the subjects in 
changing their policies. When the subjects have similar policies, on 
the other hand, there are no opportunities for task relevant verbal 
exchange, and the subjects have to rely on task feedback, a factor which 
have been shown to be relatively inefficient as a source of information 
in inductive policy formation (e.g., Summers & Haircnond, 1966; Todd & 
Hammond, 1965). However, it might also be that the mere fact that the 
subjects have different policies set up sane forces which induce faster 
policy change, regardless of the relations between the policies and the 
outcome feedback frcm th e task (see Brehmer & Kostron, 1970). 

The results of the present experiment provide a clear demonstration of 
the effects of purely cognitive factors in producing disagreement be
tween persons. Thus, for subjects with similar policies, disagreement 
is found to increase due to the manner in which subjects change their 
policies, which loads to inconsistency (randomness) in their cognitivo 
systems. For subjects who start out with different policies, on the 
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othcr hand, the same principles of policy change apply, and prevent the 
subjects from reaching the level of agreement possible from the degree 
of similarity between their policies. Disagreement, and hence conflict, 
then, can be caused by the limitations in the subjects cognitive capacit. 
This point is further discussed in Hammond and Brehmrr (1971). 

In addition, these results suggest some new aspects on the distegration 
of groups. It is a common observation that groups which, at a given 
time, appear to be highly homogeneous ideologically, tend to disinte
grate into factions when their environment changes. Usually, this 
factioning of a group is explained in terms of changes in the motiva
tion of the group members, or in terms of syst anatic differences in 
policy which develop for one reason or other. The present results 
suggest that the explanation might at times be quite different. Thus, 
the results suggest that the group distegrates because disagreement, 
caused by increasing inconsistency, develops as the group members start 
changing their policies in the light of the changed environmental con
ditions. The results also suggest that disagreement might be more pro
found and develop faster if the initial policies of the group are coup-
lex than if they are simple. These hypotheses should be testable with 
standard social psychological methods, supplemented by the methods of 
po l i cy  ana l y s i s  d eve lop e d  w i th in  the  " l ens  mo d e l"  f r am e wor k  ( s e e ,  e .g . ,  
Hammond, 1970). 

"'"This study was supported in part by NIMH G rant MH-16437-01 and in part 
by a grant from the Swedish Council for Social Science Research. The 
paper is issued jointly as Umeå Psychological Reports No. 33, and 
Program on Cognitive Processes Report No. 135, Institute of Behavioral 
Science, University of Colorado. 

2 The author is indebted to Mrs. Karene Will and Mrs. Bertha Ramsey for 
assistance in the computational work. 
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Fig, 1. Agreement a s a function of initial policy similarity 
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